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Methodology and Process

Actions

1.
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Institute a system-wide theory of change.

Consolidate homelessness response systems under one
regional authority.

Become accountable to customers.
Prioritize economic stability to reduce inflow.

Improve customer outcomes through a comprehensive digital
transformation.

Design intake processes that are connected, customer-centric,
and radically accessible.

Expand physical and behavioral health options for people
experiencing homelessness.

. Create a defined public/private partnership utilizing a funders

collaborative model.
Increase access to 0-30% AMI housing.

Create long-term institutional alignment across systems to
serve people experiencing homelessness.
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METHODOLOGY AND PROCESS

We would like to thank the 207 customers and providers who took time out of

their lives to contribute to this work.

Thank you.

A Note on Language

Throughout this website you will notice that our team
uses the term “people experiencing homelessness”
with the term “customer” interchangeably. Our goal
is to appropriately position people experiencing
homelessness as individuals with dignity and agency
who are receiving a service that they have requested
from paid staff.

The intent of this shift in language is not to encode
that relationship within a traditional hierarchy of
private sector structures, but rather to ensure that
references to people experiencing homelessness are
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consistently being rooted in a way that conveys their
status within the system that serves them. While the
term “person experiencing homelessness” eschews
more demeaning language like “the homeless” it
doesn't accurately reflect their right to make requests
of a system that serves them. In addition, it does not
reflect their fundamental right to be satisfied with
those services.

By choosing to use thislanguage we hope toinaugurate
amorerobustconversationabout how besttoempower
those we serve.



Theoretical Framework

The City of Seattle and King County are searching for
ways to create faster and more robust pathways out of
homelessness. To build on that momentum, Seattle,
King County, and All Home (the county-wide HUD-
funded Continuum of Care) partnered to contract with
our team to assist them with a transformation of the
system.

To create the transformational actions detailed in
this release, we used elements of community-based
participatory research. The inclusion of community
members in both the research design process
and data analysis ensured team members with
different backgrounds did not misconstrue or render
meaningless information collected due to their lack
of lived experience or because they are not a member
of that socio-cultural group.' A participatory process
thus assumes the legitimacy of knowledge produced
outside of professional research communities and
looks to build on that expertise, thereby strengthening
the value of findings.?

In designing a qualitative, community-driven design
process we sought to:

1. Identify pathways into homelessness, service
utilization patterns, and barriers to exiting
homelessness among people in King County, WA.

2. Recognize qualitative data as a key first step in
examining under-researched populations—to
produce initial knowledge and inform future
research questions.

3. Recognize the community affected as the experts.

4. Involve the community affected in system design,
interpretation of existing information, and creating

recommendations.

The goal of this design process was to inform the
overall structure of homelessness response and
prevention in Seattle and King County. As such, both
the process and this final product are geared towards
producing a holistic and integrated system as opposed
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to making recommendations for ‘add-ons' that merely
apply band-aids to structural failures.

This approach has three core understandings:

1. We must appropriately identify and listen to the

end-user—in this case, people experiencing
While
traditionally built with the input of ‘experts’ as

homelessness. service systems are
the guiding voices (e.g. providers, policy makers,
or community members at large) our practice
understands delivering services that are effective
means the input of people utilizing those services
must be understood as the primary data source.

2. By designing with equity in mind we privilege the
voices of those who are the most vulnerable to the
experience of homelessness. By building a system
that is responsive to the needs of those who are at
the highest risk for prolonged or multiple episodes
of homelessness, we build a system that has better
capacity to respond to the needs of all.

3. Finally, we understand that a systems level
approach requires we focus on transformation
and redesign rather than modification. Our
existing systems have not proven capable of
providing us with the long-term outcomes
we desire. By establishing a method that
identifies the outcome objectives from the
input of people experiencing homelessness
as the primary data source, we recognize it
is possible to engineer truly transformative
solutions.

Process

To accomplish this, our team conducted two parallel
tracks of work.



Systems and Policy Track

In order to develop real-time understanding of the
current system architecture, we began by pulling in
and analyzing data about the operating structure
in place for the region right now. We collected
organizational charts, job descriptions for staff who
work on homelessness, policy positions, plans, reports
and assessments, any identified theories of change,
and meeting minutes. Following our analysis of current
structure we identified preliminary areas where there
was the potential for substantial growth. In order to
validate the assumptions embedded in these growth
areas we engaged system administrators, City of
Seattle and King County staff, and national experts.
This continued over the course of our engagement,
as we continued to refine our diagnoses of the
opportunity areas. Our team conducted informational
meetings across formal and informal settings over
150 times during our engagement, gathering insights
from over 100 people, not inclusive of frontline staff or
customers.

Additionally, this work was reinforced by a team of
analysts who conducted literature scans of national
best practices, promising innovations (both domestic
andinternational), and reached out to transformational
leaders in communities across the country. The
team focused their work on content areas identified
through interviews with system administrators and
people experiencing homelessness. These content
areas were: re-entry/criminal justice; juvenile justice;
economic mobility; behavioral health; technological
innovation; healthcare; child welfare; and housing.

Findings from interviews and secondary research were
then indexed against the results of the participatory
design research for confirmation. This final step
ensured the actions represented here, and the policy
strategies that underpin their implementation, are
supported by the customers we spoke with and reflect
their explicit suggestions for how to improve the
system.
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Qualitative Research Track

Our ability to develop these actions required an
understanding of the current state of services, which
we uncovered by working with frontline staffand people
experiencing varying degrees of housing instability.
For participant recruitment, we reached out to twenty-
five service organizations, thirteen of which were
able to help us connect with customers and staff. We
deliberately targeted populations disproportionately
overrepresented in homeless populations (e.g. black,
Native, transgender) and sampled across program
subpopulation types (e.g. families, youth, chronic), to
develop an understanding of their unique needs and
perspectives.
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The approach leveraged a mix of design workshops,
interviews, ride-alongs, and site visits across Seattle
and King County. This enabled us to develop arich body
of data about the values, priorities, and interactions
that play out in distinct social settings.

Our lines of inquiry helped us to identify the biggest
challenges for both accessing and delivering services.
Inaddition, we uncovered much about the complicated
dynamics between service providers, customers, and



the system. For customers, we explored the ways
in which they navigate the service ecosystem, the
common unmet needs, the gaps they experience,
and their strategies to overcome them. For staff, we
inquired about their approaches to service delivery,
common barriers that prevent them from providing
value for their clients, and the touchpoints in need
of improvement. These topics elicited diagnoses
of the myriad challenges in the current system and
illuminated opportunities for redesign.

Our primary source of data collection was through
design workshops, which gave our team the
opportunity to reach a significantly larger population
in the limited time frame of this project. It also gave
us a vehicle to develop solutions with both customers
and staff. We iterated on the tools and activities used
in the workshops throughout the course of our project.
Below are a number of examples of the assets we used
to solicit input from the community.

Profiles
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This profile was framed as a part of a fictitious
matchmaking service that would help customers
and staff get to know one another before their first
interaction. Customers were asked about their goals
(near and long-term), service priorities, what they're
currently seeking, and their ideal characteristics for a
service provider. Providers were asked to articulate the
servicesthey provide, their expectations of customers,
and their commitments to them.

This activity helped us to understand some of the
nuanced dynamics that exist between service
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providers and staff, which we discussin Action 3. It also
confirmed an assumption we had around customer
goals—they all want and need housing, over anything
else—which we discuss in Action 9.

Networks

WHO DO |
INTERACT WITH MOST? . NAME

The network canvas asked customers to list the
individuals they interact with the most, select the most
helpful individuals, and describe how they’re helpful.
The majority of customers cited the most important
assistance they receive is emotional support, speaking
to the significant emotional strain the experience of
homelessness brings.

Service Barriers and Delivery Challenges

All workshops had some version of this activity, which
asked customers to articulate the biggest barriers
to accessing services, and providers to name their
top service delivery challenges. After discussing
challenges as a group, we transitioned into the
generation of solutions and ideas for improvement.
Throughout this site, you'll frequently encounter
images and audio content from this work. These
informed the direction of our actions.

Data from workshops, interviews, site visits, and ride-
alongs were subsequently synthesized by our team.
We applied a common analytical process to this
type of data, beginning by aggregating, cataloging,
and tagging artifacts with codes; clustering into
observational patterns; and then into broader themes
that speak to the dynamics and interdependencies
between the patterns. This resulted in a number of



distinct insights and opportunities that represent the
myriad of changes the community needs and wants
to see. As mentioned above, this stream of research
was then indexed against the policy findings to either
confirm identified strategies, or build support for new
ones.

Given the scope of this work, we favored solutions at
the systems level, despite unearthing a number of
opportunitiesthatexistattheservicelevel. Additionally,
the time constraints of this work necessitated two
concurrent streams, which prevented us from deriving
the actions solely from our primary research. Further
limitations are discussed below.

Limitations

There are significant limitations to our work. The first,
and most important, is that this process simply wasn’t
long enough. Engaging in authentic community
processes takes time. It requires building trust,
maintaining that trust, and entering into meaningful
and mutually accountable relationships. Due to the
nature of the contracting timeframe this was simply
not possible. Many of the people who have been
engaged over the course of our process, because they
don’t hold positions of status or power within the
community, have not been part of any ongoing strategy
to solicit feedback on the work presented here.

In order to build a methodology resistant to interpreter
bias (i.e. the unconscious bias of our own team) our
research structure involved asking questions as
directly as possible, allowing people the opportunity
to contextualize their answer or give it nuance in the
moment, and giving people multiple opportunities to
decline to engage if an activity or conversation did not
seem to be structured in such a way that they could
participate honestly. However, this does not guarantee
that everyone felt comfortable or that everyone
answered honestly. Our team heard multiple times
over the course of this work that the timeframe didn’t
work for the community. Additionally, a number of
people reached out to say that they were unable to
provide complete answers. The most often cited
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reason for declining to participate was fear from an
embedded power dynamic that could not be mitigated
in time. People experiencing homelessness declined
to participate when providers were present, providers
were uncomfortable with system administrators,
and agency staff were often suspicious of whether
participating in candid conversation about their
work would lead to reprisal. While all of these are
manageable events, they are only manageable given
the time to build trust.

Finally, it must be said that all of this reflects the current
state of a lack of engagement with the communities
most affected by homelessness and people who are
currently experiencing homelessness. Had there been
more robust frameworks in place with connectivity
between decision points and the people most impacted
by those decisions, it would not have been incumbent
on this team to do such aggressive and methodical
outreach.

If the region wishes to move forward authentically
with the work that is summed here it must be done
with ongoing accountability and feedback loops with
the community at large. It is necessary to realize that
to build with equity at the center requires time—and
there is no substitute.

Why it Matters

Engaging in transformational work is difficult. It
often feels daunting orimpossible. Our team feels
the seeds of transformation—of the pathways
forward that will better life for all of us—are
embedded in anti-oppression and anti-racist
frameworks. We hope our work here, with this
community, will be the beginning of a more robust
conversation about the ways in which systemic
inequities can be addressed.



1 AHRQ, (2004). Community-Based Participatory Research: Assessing the Evidence. Evidence Report/Technology Assessment No. 99 (Prepared by

RTI University of North Carolina Evidence-based Practice Center under Contract No. 290-02-0016). AHRQ Publication 04-E022-2. Rockville, MD:
Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality.

2 Gaventa, J. (1993). The powerful, the powerless, and the experts: Knowledge struggles in an information age. In P. Park, M. Brydon-Miller, B. Hall. & T.
Jackson (Eds.) Voices of Change: Participatory Research in the United States and Canada. Westport, CT: Bergin, Garvey.
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1. INSTITUTE A SYSTEM-WIDE THEORY OF CHANGE

n our work with the region we found that there was no unifying theory of

change that governed all of the resources being deployed to prevent an end

homelessness. Theories of change, while they may feel arcane, are essential

to the effective performance of a system. A theory of change gives system

stakeholders a clear goalpost that everyone agrees they are moving toward and

provides an axiomatic way of evaluating investments: “does this move us towards our

long term goal or not?”

While, some programs (King County’s Equity and Social Justice Initiative) or populations

(forexampleworkfundedthe Youth Homelessness Demonstration Project) have theories

of change attached to them there was no evidence that the entirety of the system was

governed by a uniform approach. This is in part due to severe system fragmentation

(addressed in Action 2). However, a theory of change requires ratification beyond

system administrators. The community must believe that the goal outlined is correct in

order to appropriately allocate resources.

This action outlines a suggested theory of change based on work that was done with

system administrators and people experiencing homelessness.

Background

In order to arrive at a shared theory of change,
we convened a group of system administrators,
philanthropicandbusinesscommunityrepresentatives,
and representatives from the broader region. Together
they participated in a half-day workshop designed
to identify what people felt like the most important
outcomes of their work were.

Throughout the day, the following two repeatedly
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surfaced: Equity, which is explicitly about re-designing
structures to enable those most affected to drive the
design and delivery of the system. This should result in
reduced disproportionality for historically marginalized
communities (particularly people who identify as
black, Native, LGBTQ, or living with a disability) and
increased agency for customers, those with the most
direct knowledge of what the needs and implications of
the system are.



Ending homelessness, which means for all populations,
an assurance of housing when they need it.

The group proposed that if they:

* enable choice for customers

* right-size resources

* embrace agile change responsive to customer
need

Then they be able to:

* create customer-centered services

* create coordination that promotes public
commitment across the region and is
responsive in real time to the needs of its
constituents

* restore public trust that the city and regional
governments are in service to its constituents

The group also acknowledged some key weaknesses of
the conversation:

* The room did not contain a diverse set of
voices, particularly those who are most
impacted by the crisis

* There needed to be greater attention on what
it would take to “build the muscle” required
to really engage in centering customer voice
(e.g. what does a new continuous quality
improvement framework look like?)

* Wearein a crisis and are obligated to move as
quickly as possible to design and implement
something that works for the community

In response to those weaknesses our team engaged
customers and lived experience advocates in helping
to refine the theory of change. In some instances, this
was done through interviews that simply asked people
toidentify what they felt was important about the work.
In others, particularly with lived experience advocates,
we asked them specifically to refine the theory of
change possibilities that had emerged.

The final theory of change that emerged from the
group was:
If we create a homelessness response system
that centers customer voice, then we will be able
to focus on responding to needs and eliminating
inequities, in order to end homelessness for all.
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Our team suggests this theory of change be ratified.

Strategies

1. Ratify the Theory of Change

In order to move forward with the suggested
theory of change, it will need to be adopted by the
community. This will involve ensuring the there is
alignment across the system which includes, people
who are experiencing homelessness, providers, and
administrators across King County.

2. Analysis

Policy, programs, and investments must be analyzed
against a newly adopted theory of change to ensure
alignment. Investments that are not inline with the
community’s theory of change should repurposed to
support activities that are. The policy implications of
this work are substantial. Investments can be quickly
and axiomatically engaged against the criteria laid
out in the theory of change. This theory of change also
allows for alignment with federal policy around ending
homelessness and functional zero and so a number of
guidance documents that are federally ratified can be
used to steer this analysis.

Related Actions

3. Become accountable to customers.

8. Create a defined public/private partnership
utilizing a funders collaborative model.

10. Create long-term institutional alignment
across systems to serve people experiencing
homelessness.



2. CONSOLIDATE HOMELESSNESS RESPONSE SYSTEMS UNDER ONE REGIONAL AUTHORITY.

ragmentation across programs and systems is a critical weakness
of the homeless service systems in Seattle and King County. This is
reinforced by providers, public officials, and previous work in the
region.'23Customers'*accountsof theirexperiences of homelessness

reflected this fragmentation:

stories of geographically—and

administratively—disconnected services, duplicative data collection, and
unnavigable systems produce dead ends rather than meaningful assistance.

Consolidating policy-making and funding activities into a new, joint regional
authority is necessary to overcome this fragmentation and respond to the

emergency at hand.

It is critical to note the actions outlined here are interdependent.
Consolidation is vital to the transformational shift toward streamlined
services and supports that center customers’ needs and experiences and

prioritize equity.

Background

The scope of homelessness in the King County
region is a public emergency. Driven by the dramatic
decrease in affordable housing, Seattle has the third
highest number of people experiencing homelessness
in any city in the country.’ This growing crisis has had
an outsized impact on marginalized communities.®
Though people of color only make up 33% of the total
population of King County, more than half of those
counted as experiencing homelessness on a single
nightin January were people of color.”

Without affordable
housing, the region will not end this crisis. However,

substantial investments in
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these investments will be inadequately leveraged if
programs and systems across the county maintain
their current state of fragmentation. Auditors and
technical experts have offered proposals and feedback
toimprove system performance torise to the challenge
of the region’s crisis, but each assessment pointed to
system-wide fragmentation as a barrier to progress.

Earlier this year, the King County Auditor’s Office found
that despite increased system performance, “diffuse
authority still hinders regional homeless response.”®
This echoes the 2016 findings from Focus Strategies
and Barbara Poppe and Associates that cited the



need to break down silos and reduce fragmentation.®
In our own interviews with system administrators,
six organizations and agencies asserted that they
held major or even primary responsibility for ending
homelessness in the region. Six agencies cannot hold
primary responsibility for the same thing.

This fragmentation was clear in interviews and
workshops with customers. Customers’ perspectives
on the disconnected nature of services illustrate the
consequences of disparate structures governing
disconnected systems. These dynamics led many to
a dead end, the “not sweet spot,”, where increases in
income disqualified customers from certain services
and supports, even though that income was already
insufficient to maintain housing stability. This dead end
directly drives bounceback into the homeless service
system.

Aligning funders, providers, and public officials in
a common vision, as outlined in the community-
wide theory of change, would rectify some of these
dynamics. The current state of distributed authority,
however, leaves the region without an entity to
implement that theory of change across the necessary
systems and partners. None of the six agencies or
offices noted above are jurisdictionally positioned to
uphold a community-wide agreement.

Many agencies and offices play critical roles in the
functions of the homeless service system: emergency
response, service provision, housing, contracting,
strategic planning, community engagement, and
attempting to respond to racial and ethnic inequities.'®
The challenge is that each of these offices manage
all of these functions. This lack of role clarity for an
agency impacts staff morale, as they are unable to
efficiently and simultaneously manage crisis response
and strategic planning tasks. Beyond this, many of
these functions also exist outside of those offices
and in sub-regional agencies, furthering inefficiency.
This functional confusion has minimized efficacy
across systems and stunted progress toward ending
homelessness in the region.

NIS: 2.CONSOLIDATE HOMELESSNESS RESPONSE SYSTEMS UNDER ONE REGIONAL AUTHORITY.

There are a number of solutions to these challenges

modeled in other communities, but few would

adequately meet the region’s needs.

One model, often used in large cities, would be to
appoint an individual lead for homelessness initiatives.
While this would consolidate authority, it is impractical
given the county’s large population, which covers
39 cities and towns. The number of offices whose
priorities, policies, and procedures would need to
be managed by that lead would make the model
untenable. In this region, such an office would likely
only further duplicate functions and fragmentation.
Alternatively, simply aligning those offices and
agencies could address concerns around functional
confusion. However, in large regions this leads to
partnerships that are personality-driven and fragile,
with alignment relying on individual and political
priorities. This is the current state of affairs, with
collaboration functioning through ad hoc meetings
and without formal arrangements or unified authority
to meaningfully shift priorities or efficiently attend to
pressing challenges.

In order to address the crisis at hand, Seattle and King
County must consolidate the systems’ command and
control functionsintoaregional authority. The intensity
of need in the region requires this crisis be managed
as such. Universally-accepted frameworks for crisis
response call for swift decision making that is informed
by feedback from the front lines;'" information
symmetry that is isolated from threat rigidity;'? and
sharing situational awareness'® through coherent
messaging to the public.™ A single authority avoids
the need to coordinate across the current patchwork
of regional authorities, thereby enabling faster
coordination with front-line staff and more awareness

among both responders and the public.

Without consolidated authority, the region will not be
able to simultaneously manage emergency response
functions, deploy the necessary services and supports
for customers, and build a housing pipeline designed to
meet the needs of those experiencing homelessness.



This dynamic is demonstrated by the status quo. These
functions are necessary and critical; they cannot be
prioritized against each other.

Similarly, public engagement and public/private
partnerships are currently managed by a wide array of
system administrators, public officials, and providers
in a manner that leads to repeated miscommunication
and poor messaging about the scope of the crisis
and the work necessary and underway to address
it. Consolidating these functions will allow for
messaging and partnerships to be informed by real-
time data, policy priorities, and direct access to system
administrators.

Diffuseresponsibility fordatacollectionhasconstricted
theregion’s ability to improve data quality and leverage
data to inform priorities and policy-making. It is
essential to consolidate all of the core functions of the
homeless services system in order to appropriately
identify and scale solutions, target resources based
on emergent needs, and meaningfully leverage private
funding against public investments.

Consolidation also allows the region to fully integrate
equity as a core component of its goals and shape
system-wide priorities that are tailored to those
most often affected by homelessness. The regional
homeless services system should perform in such a
way that facilitates comprehensive care for anyone
who comes into contact with it, rather than specialized
or homogenized service options. An example of this
is the lack of well-funded services that use traditional
Native approaches to healing and care, which are
among the most in-demand services for members
of indigenous communities. Rather than piecemeal
funding for such services, a transformed system could
prioritize and scale culturally-specific services across
the system. A joint entity would create the opportunity
to institutionalize mechanisms for customer
accountability and ensure the system is centering
customers’ needs and measuring performance
accordingly.

A new regional authority established by King County
and the City of Seattle would serve as the necessary
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and sufficient gate to all of the other opportunities
identified here. Without consolidated authority, these
interdependent actions will be impossible.

Strategies

Establish a regional authority that
consolidates distributed functions of the
homeless services system:

1. Consolidate all of the core functions of the
homeless services system.

In order to effectively streamline policy-making,
funding, and program management, the region must
consolidate the core functions of the homeless services
system into one joint, regional authority. To ensure
customers have unfettered access to other services
and supports, this regional authority must also oversee
alignment with adjacent systems.

Looking across our data we have identified the core
functions that should be consolidated:

The region must center equity as a core component
of the principles governing homeless services by
operationalizing it at the systems level. Under a

PROPOSED OPERATIONAL FLOW

Budget Request

l Funding

Executive board should i
be asmall, expert panel. Policy

Funding, Policy, and
Programmaitic Direction

Represented Stakeholders
Providers, Customers, King County, Seattle,
Sound Cities Association

Decision-making and funding flows informing the proposed
consolidated authority.

14



CORE FUNCTIONS OF
A REGIONAL AUTHORITY Responsibility for customer accountability must be

consolidated in order to be operationalized. These
responsibilities should include customer service,
reporting and investigating violations, and managing
the process to convey customer feedback to policy-
making across the system. Certification, licensure,

Ensure system access  Address emergencies  Become accountable  Improve performance and continuous quallty improvement should also be
marginalized groups ina cgordincted, to customers and manage cross-
sfiective way system data managed asfunctions of customeraccountability. An
Office of the Ombudsperson should be established
to build customer decision-making power and to
facilitate ongoing community engagement. This
Account for housing  Ensure public Leverage design and engagement should be leveraged to systematically
for all Apeople who engagement and 'Aefh[u?logy to improve

integrate the daily lived experiences of customers

. . . . and their perspectives into system policies and
new regional authority, this can be achieved by priorities
establishing a team to shape system- and agency- ’

wide priorities and policies designed to target and

improve access for marginalized groups; ensure . .
) o ) . Consolidating system performance functions,
fair treatment; eliminate barriers to services and . . . .
) including data collection and improvement,
supports; and create new services and supports .
. . L . Homeless Management Information System
tailored specifically to marginalized communities . .
i management and cross-system data integration,
and those most affected by homelessness in the .
. . : ] . performance and contract management, technical
region. To be effective, oversight for equity functions ) . .
) o . assistance, and research and planning, will allow the
must include responsibilities to inform and shape ) )
] ) o homeless services system to be truly data-driven,
contracting processes, funding priorities, and . . . .
o ] seamlessly integrating data collection and analysis,
program policies. It must also be closely linked to . . )
. system improvement, and policy-making.
customer accountability.

. . Oversight of permanent supportive housing,
Oversight of all emergency services for people . ) . )
R . . transitional housing, and rapid re-housing programs
experiencing homelessness—including shelter, L
itted ts d ) health for people experiencing homelessness should also
ermitted encampments, day centers, hea . . .
P , S P Y ! be consolidated. These oversight functions should
services, diversion, and outreach—must be . . .
] ) include maintenance as well as efforts to improve
consolidated in order to ensure they are managed ) .
] L and streamline access to those housing models.
under the same data-driven principles and . . .
) . o This degree of oversight would allow the regional
evidence-based best practices. This will also enable . . )
. . . authority to projectand planallhousingdevelopment
emergency services administrators to systematically L )
) ; for people experiencing homelessness. This should
identify resource gaps and thereby offer the . . . )
. be closely tied to collaboration with regional and
spectrum of services and approaches customers . ) )
) . state officials on related matters, particularly zoning,
need. Under a new regional authority, emergency .
] d inf X lanning i i land use, and affordable housing development.
services would inform system planning in real time . . L .
o Y p' g' This should include robust partnership with Public
and allow administrators to calibrate investments . . .
Housing Authorities through strong mechanisms of
based on need and customers’ outcomes. o .
institutional alignment.

NIS: 2.CONSOLIDATE HOMELESSNESS RESPONSE SYSTEMS UNDER ONE REGIONAL AUTHORITY.



In order to ensure key stakeholders, including the
public, have consistent access to information about
the scope of homelessness and efforts to address
thecrisisin the region, community and cross-system
engagement functions should be centralized. These
functions should include Continuum of Care (CoC)
governance, reflecting the integral role of CoC
stakeholders. Cross-system alignment, sub-regional
coordination, andintegration witheconomic mobility
initiatives and prevention programs should also be
tethered to this community impact work in order to
solidify those partnerships and ensure that those
programs are informed by homeless service system
data and policy priorities. Community engagement
should also encompass all functions related to
public/private partnerships and communications.

Sub-regional coordination is a particularly critical
function of a new regional authority. King County
faces unique challenges in meeting the needs of
people experiencing homelessness. As the 13th
largest county in the country, there is often a
substantial distance between service points and
each municipality has a different level of resources
to support customers. There are also demographic
differences across sub-regions. The new regional
authority should identify mechanisms, similar to the
Los Angeles County Councils of Government model,
that enable sub-regional areas to identify their own
priorities and plans and funding streams around
homelessness in alignment with system-wide
policies and goals.

Finally, to ensure the homeless service systemisable
toleverage the value that design and technology can
bring to serving people experiencing homelessness,
oversight for innovation should be centralized with
access to each of the aforementioned functions.
Innovation experts should be leveraged to apply
human-centered design methods to evolve and
iterate on core processes across the system.
Innovation initiatives should be driven by public/
private partnerships that would allow the system
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to leverage private investments to test promising
practices and demonstrate the need for public
funding to scale those innovations.

2. Establish a board that is representative of key
stakeholders and has the technical expertise
necessary to drive decision-making

As a regional authority that is responsible for a large
geography and a full spectrum of consolidated
functions, it is critical for the board of the entity to
be representative of key local stakeholders who,
together, have the technical expertise, decision-
making authority, and resource control necessary to
execute quickly. Expeditious decision-making requires
the board to be as small as possible while maintaining
fidelity to stakeholder representation.

In forming the Board, the community should consider
representation from the following entities: the Office
of the Mayor of Seattle, the Office of the King County
Executive, the King County Council, the Seattle City
Council, Sound Cities Association, the Continuum
of Care, a health care provider, a representative of
the Public Housing Authorities, the philanthropic
community, and the business community.

Board composition should also include a meaningful
number of customers of the homeless service system.
In their role on the board, customers should not be
tokenized. At a minimum, one-quarter of the board
seats should be reserved for customers. The regional
authority should engagetechnical assistance providers
to support all members of the Board to ensure a shared
understanding of roles, responsibilities, effective
operating procedures, and to ensure that all members
of the Board are well-positioned to participate as
decision-makers. While the list above provides initial
thoughts on who to include the most important
question should be: who has the expertise necessary
to accomplish the task at hand?

Additionally, it is critical the board be kept to a small
number. In our work across the region, we found
processes

regarding homelessness consistently

lacked agility and responsiveness to rapidly changing
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conditions due to cumbersome multi-stakeholder
approval processes. For a new regional authority to be
effective, its Executive Director must be able to reach
decisions, get approvals or necessary input, and move
forward to implementation quickly.

3. Redesign Continuum of Care (CoC) governance
bodies to align with the consolidated homeless
services system.

The Continuum of Care (CoC) is a group of homeless
assistance stakeholders, represented by a CoC Board,
that is responsible for meeting the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) program
requirements and for ensuring that the funding it
controlsis allocated and used in the most effective way
possible. The CoC controls approximately one quarter
of the public homeless funding in the King County
region, which it receives through an annual grant
competition administered by HUD. Currently, AllHome
carries out most of the operating functions of the CoC.

By regulation, the CoC is responsible for specific local
activities, including implementation and operation
of HMIS and Coordinated Entry as well as developing
written standards for the operation of programs
that receive funding to serve people experiencing
homelessness.

Through discussions with CoC Board members and
stakeholders it is clear that the CoC—as it is currently
operating—lacks substantive connection to the
broader systems working to make homelessness
rare, brief and one-time in King County. This isolation
creates challenges in making adequately-informed
decisions that are best for the community as a whole,
and it perpetuates fragmentation. It also presents
challenges for the implementation of system-wide
practices to promote racial equity—one of the stated
values of the CoC Board.

CoCleadersand homeless service system stakeholders
have begun to redesign their governance processes in
close collaboration with this initiative, in partnership
with CSH. Overarching recommendations from that
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process include the following:

* The staff functions currently carried out by All
Home should be absorbed into a new consolidated
authority.

* The CoC Board should be re-formed and take on
an additional advisory role to the board of the new
consolidated authority, as detailed in the proposed
operational flow. A new governance charter should
be created to specify roles within the new structure
and ensure compliance with federal requirements.

*  Theboard of the new consolidated authority should
include CoC leadership in order to represent and
operationalize the integration of CoC resources
and governance into the new structure.

should be

evaluated and re-formed to address system-

+ Current committees/workgroups
level -rather than CoC-specific - community
priorities and needs while also meeting federal
requirements.

* Thedesiredendresultwouldbeastrongconnection
between the funding and policy priorities of the
federally-required CoC and broader regional
efforts on homelessness.

In order to complete the CoC governance redesign
process, the CoC will review case studies on other city/
county CoCs to identify promising practices, and will
work to answer specific operational questions.

Related Actions

3. Become accountable to customers.

S. Improve customer outcomes through a
comprehensive digital transformation.

6. Design intake processes that are connected,
customer-centric, and radically accessible.

7. Expand physical and behavioral health options for
people experiencing homelessness.
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